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system to reduce locking overhead and increase concurrency during database 
operations requiring access, as suggested by Vagnozzi (col. 15, tines 35-38). 

IV.) Pereira combination with Friske and Vagnozzi teach every element of 
claims 2, 8, 21, 25, 37, 41 and 49. 

1 . ) Appellant alleges that Pereira reference does not teach applying a partial 
lock to a reorganized object during a reorganization process because Pereira patent's 
disclosed use of two locks on a single table does not allow for such continue access. As 
discussed in the preceding above, Friske and Vagnozzi are combined teaching the 
claimed limitation applying partial lock to reorganized table during a reorganized 
process. Accordingly, the combination of Friske, Vagnozzi and Pereira teaches every 
limitations of each rejected claim. 

2. ) Appellant alleges that Pereira does not teach keeping a reorganized table 
accessible while substituting the reorganized table for an original table. As discussed in 
the preceding above, Friske and Vagnozzi are combined teaching the claimed limitation 
the reorganized table remains continuously accessible during the database substitution. 
Thus, the combination of Friske, Vagnozzi and Pereira teaches every limitations of each 
rejected claim. 
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